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Reply to Examiner's Answer 

Dear Sir: 

Appellants respectfully reply to the Examiner's answer as follows: 
(A) In "Response to Argument," part I, the Examiner maintains that claims 1, 
17-20, 36, 52-59, and 73-77 were properly rejected as anticipated by Lam under 35 
U.S.C. §1 02(e). More specifically, on pages 18-19 of the Examiner's Answer, the 
Examiner asserts that when the "authenticating" and "eligible" language recited by 
claim 1 are given their broadest meanings, the identification unit of Lam anticipates 
claim 1 . According to the Examiner, this unit "identifies on the functional faceplate 
by accepting the identification code ... as part of the authenticating process to 
establish the identity, or ascertain the origin, nature, or definitive characteristics of 
the eligible cover of the faceplate" (Examiner's Answer, pg. 19) (emphasis added). 
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First, it is worth noting that the italicized words of the Examiner do not appear 
anywhere in Lam. Lam simply does not recite the authenticating of a cover as an 
eligible cover, or disclose operations equivalent to such recitations. Appellants 
readily acknowledge that both "authenticating" and "eligible" should be read as 
having broad ranges of meanings. But even reading those terms in light of their 
broadest possible meanings, Lam still fails to teach anything more than a cover 
identifying itself, and the base portion interpreting the signals in light of the 
identification. 

Perhaps definitions would clarify this discussion. To authenticate something 
is to "establish the authenticity of something", wherein "authenticity" means 
"genuine" or "legitimate." Word Reference.com, English Dictionary, at 
http://www.wordreference.com/definition . According to the same source, "eligible" 
means "qualified for or worthy of being chosen." Id. "Identify", one the other hand, 
simply means to establish the "identity of someone or something." Id. 

Thus, reading the contested limitations as broadly as is possible, 
"authenticating the ... cover as an eligible cover" requires that some operation be 
performed ensuring that the cover is genuinely an "eligible cover," wherein an 
"eligible cover" is a cover that meets certain qualifications. Lam simply does not 
disclose any such operations. The passage quoted by the Examiner (column 9, 
lines 32-41 of Lam) teaches a faceplate communicating its identity or type to a 
device. The device then uses the identification to interpret the signals generated by 
the faceplate. Thus, Lam simply teaches the faceplate identifying itself, telling a 
device who/what it is. No mention is made of the device then 
authenticating/verifying the received identification to ensure that the faceplate is 
genuinely a "qualified" faceplate. Any faceplate that can fit on the device and 
communicate an authentication appears to be acceptable under Lam's disclosure. 
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Further, this difference between the invention of claim 1 and Lam is clarified 
when claim 1 is viewed in light of its purpose. The purpose of claim 1 is to prevent 
the use of a base portion with a counterfeit interchangeable cover. Lam, in contrast, 
makes no recognition of the problem posed by counterfeit covers or any provision 
for ensuring that the attached faceplates are not counterfeit. 

Accordingly, claim 1 is not anticipated by Lam under §1 02(e). 

Claims 36 and 59 recite similar limitations, and are those patentable over 
Lam for at least the same reasons. 

Claims 17-20, 52-58, and 73-77 depend from claims 1, 36, and 59 
respectively, incorporating their limitations. Accordingly, claims 17-20, 52-58, and 
73-77 are patentable for at least the same reasons. 

Also, on page 8 of Appellants' Appeal Brief, Appellants make a number of 
additional arguments regarding the patentability of claims 19-20 and 54-55. The 
Examiner did not reply to these arguments in the Examiner's Answer. Accordingly, 
Appellants assume that the Examiner agrees with Appellants regarding the 
patentability of these claims, and request that the Examiner allow claims 19-20 and 
54-55. 

(B) In "Response to Argument," part II, the Examiner maintains that claims 2- 
7, 10-11, 13-16, 21-26, 29-33, 37-42, 45-46, 48-51, 60-65, and 68-72 were properly 
rejected as obvious under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) in view of Lam and Reed III. In 
maintaining the rejection, the Examiner referred to the arguments discussed in Part 
A above and discussed the contribution of Reed III (hereinafter "Reed"). 

In response, Appellants note that Reed does not cure the deficiencies of 
Lam, discussed in Part A above. Thus, even assuming that the Examiner is correct 
in his description of Reed and its contribution, Lam and Reed combined do not 
teach or suggest each and every limitation of claim 1, as is required. Accordingly, 
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for at least the reasons provided in Part A above, claim 1 remains patentable over 
Lam and Reed, alone or in combination, under §1 03(a). 

Claim 21 is an independent claim having language similar to that of claim 1 . 
Accordingly, for at least the same reasons, claim 21 is patentable over Lam and 
Reed, alone or in combination. Claims 36 and 59, rejected as anticipated by Lam 
under §1 02(e), also remain patentable when Lam is combined with Reed, as Reed 
does not cure the deficiencies of those claims. 

Claims 2-7, 10-11, 13-16, 22-26, 29-33, 37-42, 45-46, 48-51, 60-65, and 68- 
72 depend from claims 1, 21, 36, and 59 respectively, incorporating their limitations. 
Accordingly, for at least the same reasons, claims 2-7, 10-11, 13-16, 22-26, 29-33, 
37-42, 45-46, 48-51, 60-65, and 68-72 are patentable over Lam and Reed, alone or 
in combination, under §103(a). 

Also, on pages 9-10 of Appellants' Appeal Brief, Appellants make a number 
of additional arguments regarding the patentability of claims 13, 15-16, 30, 32-33, 
48, 50-51, 69, and 71-72. The Examiner did not reply to these arguments in the 
Examiner's Answer. Accordingly, Appellants assume that the Examiner agrees with 
Appellants regarding the patentability of these claims, and request that the Examiner 
allow claims 13, 15-16, 30, 32-33, 48, 50-51, 69, and 71-72. 

(C) In "Response to Argument," part III, the Examiner maintains that claims 8- 
9, 12, 27-28, 43-44, 47, and 66-67 were properly rejected as obvious under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) in view of Lam, Reed, and Chen. In maintaining the rejection, the 
Examiner referred to the arguments discussed in Parts A and B above and 
discussed the contribution of Chen. 

In response, Appellants note that Chen does not cure the deficiencies of Lam 
and Reed, discussed in Part B above. Thus, even assuming that the Examiner is 
correct in his description of Chen and its contribution, Lam, Reed, and Chen 
combined do not teach or suggest each and every limitation of claim 1, as is 
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required. Accordingly, for at least the reasons provided in Parts A and B above, 
claim 1 remains patentable over Lam, Reed, and Chen, alone or in combination, 
under §1 03(a). 

Claim 21 is an independent claim having language similar to that of claim 1 . 
Accordingly, for at least the same reasons, claim 21 is patentable over Lam, Reed, 
and Chen, alone or in combination. Claims 36 and 59, rejected as anticipated by 
Lam under §1 02(e), also remain patentable when Lam is combined with Reed and 
Chen, as Chen does not cure the deficiencies of those claims. 

Claims 8-9, 12, 27-28, 43-44, 47, and 66-67 depend from claims 1, 21, 36, 
and 59 respectively, incorporating their limitations. Accordingly, for at least the 
same reasons, claims 8-9, 12, 27-28, 43-44, 47, and 66-67 are patentable over 
Lam, Reed, and Chen, alone or in combination, under §1 03(a). 

Conclusion 

As Applicant has set forth in the brief, the Examiner has erred in his 
rejections. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the Board reverse the 
Examiner's rejections. 

Please charge any shortages and credit any overages to Deposit Account No. 
500393. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Schwabe, Williamson & Wyatt, P.C. 



Date: October 18, 2006 




Robert C. Peck, Reg. No. 56,826 
Agent for Appellant 
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